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o. rnTRoDucTION
It is fromdialectdiversitythatmostWesternEuropeanvernaculars
developedastandardlanguage.Tendenciesof languageconvergencecan
beobservedfor asearlyasthe14thandlyh centuriesandthisraisesthe
questionwhetherthestandardizationprocessstartedweIl before1500.
I will arguethatthetermstandardizationshouldbeusedinawell-defined,
restrictedsense.In thismorerestrictedsense,thestandardizationprocess
showsthewell-knowncharacteristicsof elaborationofjunction,selection,
codijicationandacceptance.In myview,therefore,theDutchstandard-
izationprocessdidnotstartuntilthesecondhalfof the16thcentury,at
the timewhenbathfavourableattitudestowardsthevernacularand
improvingprospectsfor itselaborationof functionbecameclearlyman-
ifest.I will discusstheproblemof selectionfromthevariousdialects
(thatis selectiononthemacro-level)andgiveafewillustrativexamples
of thesortingoutof particularvariants(thatis selectionmadeon the
micro-level).As farascodificationis concerned,specialattentionwill be
paidtotheroleof theflIstprintedDutchgrammar,theTwe-spraackvande
NederduitscheLetterkunst(Dialogueof Dutchgrammar),publishedin
1584.In addition,wewill haveabrieflookattheacceptanceof theDutch
standardlanguage,thefinalresultof thestandardizationprocess,which
taakcenturiestobeachieved.
1. CONVERGING TENDENCIES AND STANDARDIZATION
In onewayor another,all WesternEuropeanvernacularshadacom-
manstartingpoint:firstly,Latinwasthedominant,prestigiouslanguage
andsecondly,it wasfromthecontextof dialectdiversitythatthever-
nacularsdevelopedastandardlanguagewhichhadtobeaworthyequiv-
alentof thehigWyvaluedLatin.Thedevelopmentfromdialectdiversity
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to linguisticunityis a longandcomplexprocess.Someconvergingten-
denciescanbe observedfor as earlyasthe14thandl5th centuries.In
England,for example,'colourlessregionalstandards'arose,which'dis-
play a selectionof thosevariantsalreadypartof thelocal dialectbut
wbichwerecurrentoveramuchwiderarea,andexcludethoseequiva-
lentandco-variantformshavingonlya limitedrange.'(Benskin1992:
83).Thiscolourlessregionalwritingwassuitableforcorrespondencewith
peopleoutsideone'sowndialectarea.
Similarconvergingtendenciesaretobefoundin theDutchlanguage
area,wbichtendenciesWiUemijnsin bisdescriptionof theLateMiddle
Dutchperiodattributestoincreasingmigrationandmoreintensivepolit-
ical andadministrativecontactsbetweenthevariouspartsof theDutch-
speakingregions(Willemijns1997:170-175).LinguistssometimescaU
theseeffortstoavoidregionalcharacteristics'astandardizationtendency',
andthisraisesthequestionof whetheror notthedevelopmentof a stan-
dardlanguagestartedweUbefore1500or 1550.My answertothisques-
tionis negativeand,consequently,I wouldrathernotusethetermstan-
dardizationin thebroadandvaguesensebywbichthemajordifferences
betweenthemedievalconvergingtendenciesandstandardizationproper
areblurredout.lWhattermshou1dbeappliedfor themedievalconverg-
ingtendenciesi amatterforfurtherdiscussion:supraregionalization,neu-
tralizationoryetanotherword- aslongasstandardizationis avoidedfor
tbispurpose.I prefertousethetermstandardizationi a weU-defined,
restrictedsense(cf. Haugen1966,Joseph1987,Bartsch1988,Van der
Wal 1992;1995a).In this morerestrictedsense,thestandardization
processhowsfourcharacteristics:selection,codification,elaborationof
functionandacceptance.2In theLow Countriesthesecharacteristicsdid
notbegintomanifestthemselvesuntilthesecondhalfof the16thcentury.
Beforeexp1ainingandillustratingthesefourcriteriaof whatwemay
callthemajorlinguisticdeve10pmentthataffectedthevemacular,I would
like tostressthatthestandardizationprocesscouldnothavetakenplace
withouta favourab1eattitudetowardsthemothertongueandwithout
thepresenceandsupportof variousotherpropitiousfactorssuchasthe
inventionof printing,theRenaissanceandtheReformation.Convincing
1. NotethatWillemijns(1997:149)alsoadmitsthatweshouldnotspeakof a Dutch
standardlanguagebeforethe17thcentury.
2. Evenif themedievalconvergingtendenciesandthestandardizationprocessproper
areconsideredasphenomenaon a glidingscalewhichrangesfromtheonsetof suprare-
gionalizationto theexistenceof a full-fledgedstandardlanguage,atsomepointa line
shouldbedrawnbetweenthetwophenomena.
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evidencefor afavourableattitudeis tobefoundin awidevarietyofpub-
lications,in whichthevalueof thevemacularis emphasized.In transla-
tions,bookson logic,onmathematicsetc.,oftentheDutchlanguageis
notonlypraised,butitsqualitiesareexplicitlymentioned;qualitiesuch
asantiquity,whichwasanimportantcriterionin theevaluationof lan-
guages.Theolderthelanguage,thebetterit wassupposedtohavepre-
servedthequalitiesof thefirst,undoubtedlyperfectlanguage.Moreover,
two structuralqualitieswererepeatedlymentioned,i.e.brevity(Dutch
had a greatnumberof monosyllables)andaptnessof compounding
(InDutchcompoundssuchasputwater'well-water',waterput'well' etc.
areeasilycreated).Another,functionalqualitywasthefitnessfor schol-
arly work,especiallyfor teachingtheartsandsciences.Comparisons
weremadewiththeclassicalandthecontemporaryRomancelanguages
in statementswhichshowedbothself-esteemandchauvinisticfeelings
(cf.Hüllen1995andVanderWal 1995c).
Aftertheinventionof printing,bookscouldbeproducedin farlarger
quantitiesthanbeforeandprinterswhowantedtoselltheirproductsin a
largearea,paidattentionto languageusageandrulesfor orthography.
TheRenaissancefavouredtheprestigeof themothertongue:translations
of ancientextsintothevemacularhadtobemadefor thosewhodidnot
knowLatinor Greek,andtheycouldbemade.Themothertonguewas
fit for it, at leastin principle.For theReformation,it is beyonddoubt
thattheuseof thevemacularwasof greatimportance.Theseareallwell-
knownfactswithwhichI cannotdealextensively.I prefertopayatten-
tiontotheprocessof standardizationitselfanditsvariousaspects,while
concentratingontheDutchlanguagearea.
2. THREE CRITERIA EXPLAINED AND ILLUSTRATED
2.1. Elaborationoffunction
A favourablevaluationof themothertongueledto a desiretopro-
moteitsuseandthisresultedin pleasfor elaborationof function.In the
MiddleAgestheDutchvemacularwasusedinchartersandliterarytexts,
butLatinwasthelanguageofbothchurchandscholarship.Fromthesec-
ondhalf of the16thcenturyon, someprogresswasmade:appealsfor
usingDutchasascholarlyandscientificmediumwerelaunchedandthe
mothertonguewasusedin variousnewfields.TheAmsterdamChamber
of RhetoricIn LiefdBloeyende,whosememberswrotethefirstDutch
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grammarpublished,theTwe-spraaekvandeNederduitseheLetterkunst
(1584),arguedthatDutchshouldbetheteachinglanguageat theUni-
versityofLeiden.I shouldaddthattheChamberarguedwithoutanysuc-
cess:Latinmaintaineditsdominantpositionattheuniversity,butwhen
themany-sidedengineerandmathematicianSimonStevin(1548-1620)
foundeda schoolfor engineers,linkedwithLeidenUniversity,thelan-
guageof instructionatthatschoolwasDutch.We havetobearin mind
thatthedevelopingnewsciencesneededpractitionersandthatLatinwas
seenasa barrier.Stevinwasconvincedthatleamingsciencesin one's
mothertonguewouldbea greatgainin timeandeffortsandhemade
clearthatthechoicefor Dutchasmediumfor scientificexpresionwas
thebestonetobemade.lts structuralcharacteristics,brevityandaptness
of compounding,madeit anextremelyusefultooIfor indicatingconcepts
andthings.Stevinhimselfseta goodexample:hewrotenearlyaUhis
scholarlyworksin Dutchandnotin Latin(cf.Brink 1989andVan der
Wal 1995b).3Anotherexampleof elaborationof functionis theStaten-
generaal's(Parliament's)1582decisionto usetheDutchlanguagein
mostof theirdocumentsandlettersinsteadof French,thelanguagepre-
viouslyusedfor diplomacy(cf.VanderWal 1994).
We mayaskwhether,accordingto sixteenth-centurycontemporaries,
theDutchlanguagewasfit for suchanelaborationof function.Indeed,
thecontemporarieshadtoadmitthatneglectin thepasthadcauseddefi-
cienciesandthatlanguagecultivationandtheinventionandcoiningof
newterminologywereneeded.In otherwords:codificationactivities
wererequiredandthesewenthandin handwithpurism.
2.2.Codifieation
Codificationis essentialfor theexistenceof a standardlanguage.
Beforethesecondhalfof thesixteenthcentury,therewasnoDutchgram-
maror detailedDutchdictionaryavailable:themIesof grammarhadyet
tobedeterminedandthevocabularyhadtobedescribed.Earlyexamples
3. UsingDutchor Latinbothhadits assetsandliabilitiesfor differentcircles.Those
whodid notknowLatin couldbenefitfromDutchpublications,whereasLatin wasthe
indispensablemediumfor scholarsaHoverEurope(cf.Pörksen1983andVan derWal
1995a:79-90;97-100).In otherwords,whileLatin wasanimpedimenttoonegroupof
readers,Dutchwasnotanappropriatevehiclefor theexchangeof scholarlyknowledgeto
theother.SmaHwonderthatnotonlyLatinpublicationsweretranslatedintoDutch,but
alsoDutchonesintoLatin.
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of codificationaretreatiseson orthographysuchastheNederlandsche
Spellijnghe(1550)by theprinterJoos Lambrecht.For printersortho-
graphicmIes wereimportant:a normalizedspellingwasassumedto
favoura broaderdistributionof theirbooks.4Otherexamplesof codifi-
cationareTwe-spraackvandeNederduitschel tterkunst(1584)andthe
Dutch-Latindictionariescompiledby CornelisKiliaen(1528/9-1607.)
Codificationimpliesdeterminingexternallinguisticnorms,thatis for-
mulatingorthographicandgrammaticalmiesin grammarsandtreatises.5
Externalnormsmayalsoapplyto thevocabulary:accordingto thelexi-
cographerKiliaenandmanyofhiscontemporaries,theDutchvocabulary
hadto be pureandloanshadto bereplacedby newlycreatedDutch
words.Thatis thereasonwhy,in anappendixof rusdictionaries,Kili-
aenlistsloansthatshouldnotbeused.6ManynewlycreatedDutchsub-
stitutes(so-calledneologisms)wereputforward,for instancein theTwe-
spraack which aimed at promotingnew and pure grammatical
terminology.Newwordswerealsoneededin thevariousfieldsin which
theDutchlanguagereplacedLatin.TheengineerSimonStevin,previ-
ously mentioned,inventedand coinedDutch technicalterminology
insteadof usingloans.
An interestingquestionis howtheauthorsof grammarsandotherpre-
scriptivepublicationsdecidedwhatexactlyshouldbestatedasamIeor
norm.Threepossibilitiesoccur:normscouldbebasedonaforeignlan-
guagemodel(1),onauthorities(2)oronsomekindof regularity(3).In
somecases,thegrammariansfollowa foreignmodelsuchasin positing
a casesystem.OriginallyMiddIe Dutchhadfourcases,like German
nowadays,butby theendof theMiddleAgestheDutchcaseendings
hadalmostcompletelyeroded.It maythereforesurpriseusthatthefol-
lowingsystemof evensix casesis to befoundin theTwe-spraackof
1584:
4. Willemijns(1997:188-190)examineda printedtextof 1562by AnthonisdeRoo-
vereandconcludedthatitsprinterJan vanGhelenadaptedthetextbyomittingWestFie-
mishandBrabantiancharacteristics.
5. Notethatnativespeakersof a Ianguagealwayshaveinternalizedparticularlinguis-
tic normsor mIes:theyareweIl awareof whichlinguisticformsarecorrector incorrect
in theirown1anguageordialect.Theyknow,for instance,thatin Dutchthearticleshouid
beputbeforethenounandnotafter.For thedistinctionsbetweenormsandthevarious
waysin whichtheyplayaroiefor nativespeakersI refertoBartsch(1988).
6. It is worthnoticingthatin mostcasesRomanceIoanswererejected.TheRomance
Ianguageswereconsideredto beinferiordescendantsof Latin; theywerecaIledbastard
Ianguages(schuimtalen/ bastaardtalen).LoansfromotherGermanicIanguagesuchas
Germanwereacceptedbymostpurists.
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Noemer
Barer
Ghever
Anklagher
Roeper
Ofnemer
(nominativus)
(genitivus)
(dativus)
(accusativus)
(vocativus)
(ablativus)
eenman
eensmans
enenmanof manne
eenof eenenman
man
vanenenof eenman
VIT
VITI
VITO
virum
VIT
viro
To explainthis,wehavetobearin mindthegoalofcodificationactiv-
itieswhichcanbeillustratedby aquotationfromtheTwe-spraackitself:
' ...hetDuytsop tehelpen,vercierenendeverryken'('to buildup, to
refineandtoenrichtheDutchlanguage').Theexampleof thecasesys-
temrevealshowtheideaof refininga languagewasputintopractice.
Positingacasesystem,astheTwe-spraackandlaterothergrammarians
did,is basedontheideathatagoodlanguagemusthavecertaincharac-
teristicsof theideallanguage,in thiscase,Latin.Thisexampleshouldnot
giveustheunjustifiedimpressionthatthemlesin grammarswerebased
onlyormainlyonLatin.In severalrespects,thegrammarsdoreflectthe
actualusageof acertaingroup,implicitlyorexplicitly.In takingastand
onquestionsof language,17lh-centurygrammarianscitevariouswriters
who, in theireyes,wereauthoritative.Theseinclude,amongothers,
Coomhert,Grotius,Aldegonde,the 'AmsterdamseLetter-konstenaers'
(=theauthorsof theTwe-spraack),Heinsius,Cats,De Bmne,Simon
StevinandKiliaen; a grouprepresentativeof theliteraryandscholarly
Netherlandsof thetime.?Theusageofanauthoritativegroupis,however,
notalwaystheonlydecisivefactorfor thegrammarian;otherconsider-
ations,suchasregularity,maybepredominantin aparticularcase.Reg-
ularityplaysa rolewhendealingwiththepronounsof address:thedis-
tinctionbetweensingularandpluralhadtobemadein all personsof the
personalpronoun.Du 'you', thesingularpronounof farniliarity,had
fallenintodisusein the16thcentury,whilegij 'you'functionedbothfor
thepluralandasapolitepronounforthesingular.Regularityleadsgram-
marianseithertointroducingijlieden asapluralcounterpartof singular
usedgij ortomaintainingobsoletedu asthesingularpronounalongside
pluralgij,8
7. This contrastswiththeadviceof theirFrenchcontemporary,thegrammarianVau-
gelas,whoopinesthatif thereis anydoubtit is betterto consultwomenandthosewho
havenotbeeneducatedratherthanthosewhoarefamiliarwithGreekandLatin(cf.Bédard
- Mauraiseds1983:4).
8. Theformer'solution'is tobefoundin VanHeule1625,thelatterin VanHeule1633.
It maybeobservedthattheLatin exampleplaysa roletoo,asVan Heulealsotakesthe
Latinpronominalpairtu - vosintoconsideration.
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Afterthisshortsurveyof codificationactivities,thequestionarisesas
to whatis theparticularDutchlanguagevarietythatwasselectedand
promoted.
2.3. Selectiononmacro-levelandmicro-level
In the16thand17thcenturies,theLow Countriesencompassedanarea
withvariousdialects.ApartfromtheFrenchspeakingprovinces(Hain-
aut,Namur,Liege)andFrisianspeakingFriesland,themainDutchspeak-
ing areasin the16thcenturywereFlanders,Brabant,Hollandandthe
easternpartof theLow Countries(Groningen,Drenthe,Overijssel,Gelre).
In otherwords,wehavetodowithsoutherndialects(FlemishandBra-
bantian),theHollandishdialectandeasterndialects.A fewexamplesof
thedialectdifferencesaregivenbelow:
(1) U lyefdensullenweten,
datwij altosaemenghesuntsynnen/datwij altesaemenghesontsijn
'youmustknowthatweareall in goodhealth'
devrenden/ devrienden'thefriends,therelatives'
olders/ouders'parents'
Geertto Water/GeertteWater
(2) hij most/hij moest'hehadto'
miest/meest'most'
meulen/molen'mill'; veugel/vogel'bird'
speulen/spelen'toplay'
graft/gracht'canal'
stien/steen'stone'
Theexamplesunder(1)showtheboldprintedeasternvariantsalong-
sidetheotherdialectvariants: altosaemen'altogether';ghesunt'healthy';
synnen'weare';vrenden;olders;to.In theexamplesunder(2)thebold
printedwordsarethecurrentHollandishdialectvariants(most,miest,
meulen,veugel,speulen,graft,stien)againsthevariantsof thesouthern
dialects.9
Selectiononthemacro-leveloccursin differentways:thedeveloping
standardlanguagecanbebasedononedialectthathassupremacyover
theothers(whichhasbeenthecasein FranceandEngland)or onvari-
ousdialectswhichallcontributetheirelements.In theLow Countries,an
9. The writtensouthemlanguageof the 16'h and 17,h centuriesmainlyshow the
variantsmoest,meest,molen,vogel,spelen,gracht,steen.SomeoftheHollandishvariants
under(2)occunedin medievalsouthemdialectsasweUandevensurvivedin variousspo-
ken20'h-centurydialects.
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earlyefforttopresentamoregenerallanguagewasmadein Utenhove's
1556translationof theNewTestament.TheWestFlemingJanUtenhove
(1520-1565)aimedatamixedlanguagethatwouldbecomprehensiblein
thewholeareafromFlandersto theEastSeacoast.10 Thatlanguagedif-
feredso muchfromthecurrentusagein writtenandprintedtextsthat
readersin thewesternregionsdidnotacceptit. Twentyfiveyearslater,
inhisNederduitscheOrthographie,PontusdeHeuiteroncemorepleaded
for a generalDutchthatwouldconsistof thebestfromall thedialects
includingtheeasternones(DeHeuiter1581:77)- all in vain.At the
beginningof the17thcentury,theeasterndialectshadnoprestige;they
wereconsideredtobeamishmashof DutchandGermanelements,unfit
- wemayconclude- for anycontributiontothestandardlanguage.This
attitudeis clearlydemonstratedby thestatementthattherepresentatives
of theprovinceof Drentemadeat theSynodof Dordrecht.Whenthey
wereaskedto appointrevisorsfor thenewDutchBible translation(the
Statenvertaling),theypreferredto be deliveredfromthis taskbecause
therewereveryfew amongthemwhohadenoughknowledgeof the
Dutchlanguage!
Externalfactorssuehastheeconomieandpoliticalpowerof a region
determinethesupremacyof itsdialect.Hollandflourished,becamepow-
erfulandwealthyduringthesecondhalfof the16thcentury.TheSouth,
ontheotherhand,graduallylostitsprosperity,after1585whenAntwerp
finallysuccumbedtoSpanishgovemment.Duetothesewell-knownhis-
toricalfactors,theDutchstandardlanguagedevelopedin thenorthern
partof theLow Countries,in Hollandin particular,butsouthern(Bra-
bantianandFlemish)elementsbecameimportantconstituentsasweIl.To
explainthelatter,wehavetorealizethattheattitudetowardsthesouth-
erndialectswasfavourable:thesoutherndialects,theBrabantiandialect
in particular,hadacertainprestigeandmoreover,theinfluentialwritten
andprintedlanguagehadexhibitedsoutherncharacteristicsforcenturies.
Selectiononmacro-levelimpliesselectiononmicro-level,thatis the
selectionof variants.In ordertopreventanymisinterpretation,Iwant
to stressthattheselectiononmicro-leveltakesplacethroughthelan-
guageusageof speakersandwriterswhoavoidparticularvariants.As
Stein(1994:1)putit: 'Themostobviouslyvisibleprocessis a sorting
outof variantsintogoodies/nobilitatedandbaddies/demoted/dialectical
variantsleadingtoadifferencein prestigebetweenstandardanddialec-
10. Utenhove'stranslationwasintendedfortheparishof Emdenwhosememberswere
refugeesfromaHovertheLow Countries(cf.Niebaum1997). .
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tal farms(..). On theuniformitarianprinciple,andjudgingfrom1an-
guagechangein present-dayconditions,thismusthavebeenverymuch
a functionof theriseof prestigenorms.' An illustrativeexampleis the
caseof themijn/mijvariantsin 17thcenturyDutch.Originallybothmij
'me' andmijn 'me' wereobjectformsof thepersonalpronounik 'I'.
As mijn 'me',theHollandishdialectvariant,graduallywasavoidedin
languageuse,in educatedwrittenlanguagein particular,it wasnot
acceptedinto thestandardlanguage;mij 'me' becamethenorm(cf.
Van derWal 1992:123-4).
Fromthe1inguist'spointof view,duringthedevelopmentof a stan-
dardlanguage,choicesaremadeandhavetobemade:somevariantlin-
guisticformsareaccepted,othersrejected.Whatchoicesweremade,
whichdialectvariantswerepreferred?In ordertoobtainananswertothat
question,wecaneitherexaminea largecorpusof written16th_ and17th_
centurylanguagematerialor turnto thecontemporarygrammars,which
bothreflectedandguidedtheselectionprocess.Choosingfar thelatter,
wewill switchfromageneraltoamorespecificviewandexaminewhat
thefirstprintedDutchgrammaractuallyoffersattheonsetof thestan-
dardizationprocess.
3.THETWE-SPRAACK
Althoughonethirdof theTwe-spraackis devotedto orthography,
I wanttorestrictmyselftotheobservationthatitsorthographymIeswere
basedon theprinciplesof 'eenparigheid'(uniformity,regularity)and
'gelijkvormigheid'(similarity).Theformerimpliedthatall longvowels
werespelledwithadoublesign(aa,uu,00, eeandnotae,ue)andthe
latterthatthethirdpersonpresentensewasspelledkrabt(andnotkrapt)
becauseof theinfmitivekrabben'toscratch'.Insteadof goingintoortho-
graphicdiscussionsI will ratherfocuson thoselinguisticvariantsthat
theauthorsof theTwe-spraackdenounced.
As faraspronunciationis concerned,theTwe-spraackstatesthatevery
region,evenalmosteverytown,hasitsparticularmispronunciationsof
whichthemostseriousonesareenumerated:theTwe-spraackrejectsthe
extremediphthongizationof theei (thatis thepronunciationof ei/eyas
ai in zeyde'said',leyde'led',schreyde'wepf), thevelarpronunciation
of nt in hangd,mongd,hongdinsteadof hand'hand',mond'mouth';
hond'dog' andtheunroundingof thevowelu in breg,pet (insteadof
brug 'bridge',put 'pit') whichis a coastalcharacteristic(Twe-spraack
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1584:61; ed.Dibbets1985:209).JlWhenin thegrammarthequestion
is askedastowhichregionalpronunciationhastobetaught,noconclu-
sionis drawn,no choiceis made(cf. Twe-spraack1584:62; Dibbets
1985:211).Whatmisuseis,provestobeclear;however,whatthebest
usageis, hasyettobeestablished.
It is atthelevelof morphologyandsyntaxthatthemostseriousmis-
useis assumedto occurandwhere,therefore,mlesareneeded.Apart
fromaninappropriatecombinationof thearticleandthenounasin dat
man'thatman',diewyf 'thatwoman',diekind 'thatchild', (aninvari-
ableforeignermistake),misusein gender,numberandcaseareexplic-
itlymentioned.In ordertoremedythissituation,theTwe-spraackpresents
its paradigmsof six casesand oncemoreenumeratesinstancesof
improperuseof syntax(Twe-spraack1584:84; Dibbets1985:255).
Someof theexamplesgivenshowsubjectswhichhavetheincorrect
accusativefeature:enenzótlaatzyntóórnzien'a fooI showshisanger'
insteadof eenzót...; waardenóswerckt'wheretheox labours'instead
of deos.A1so,impropergenderoccurs:opdenghebaandenpad 'onthe
beatenpath'insteadofhetghebaandepad.Otherexampleshowoldver-
susmoremodemusage:theTwe-spraackcondemnsthenewusageofwie
(insteadofcurrentdie)inwiezynackerboudzalbroodsghenoeghebben
'hewhocultivateshisfieldwill haveenoughbread',butprefersboththe
reflexivezichaboveoriginalhem(eenwyzezoonlaathemtuchtighen/
zichtuchtighen'topunishhimself')andthearticlehetaboveoriginaldat
(datghódlóóswezen- hetghódlóóswezen'thegodless/ wickedcrea-
ture').TheTwe-spraackalsodiscussesthefrequentuseof ghymint'you
love'whichhasalmostreplaceduminnest'youlove',butitpresentsthe
variantsick min/ minne'I love' withoutanycomment(Twe-spraack
1584:85;Dibbets1985:257).Neitherdoesit commentonthepreterite
variantszong/ zang'sang',bond/ band'bound'etc.(Twe-spraack1584:
87,89;Dibbets1985:261,265).Menbegheert'onedesires',ontheother
hand,is consideredascorrectagainstheincorrectmenbegheren'one
desires'(Twe-spraack1584:95;Dibbets1985:277).
It is interestingtonotethatthevariantsunderdiscusionarenotthe
mainwell-knownregionalvariantsuchasmeuien/ molen'mill',.stien/
steen'stone';speulen/ spelen'toplay',.hout/ holt 'wood',goud/ gold
11. Thepronunciationof theeyasai wasa1sorejectedonpage35of theTwe-spraack
(Dibbets1985:157).Threeothermispronunciationsarementionedonpage61 (Dibbets
1985:209):theaapronouncedasaeandtheaeasaa (paard,kaas,waer,daer,jae),the
e (in scherp,perck,vercken,sterck,hert)pronouncedasa andthewordformskyeren
(=kinderen),naat,wet,wierom.Cf. a1soDibbets(ed.1985:383;402).
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'gold'; diminutive-ken/ -jenetc.For themain selectionon micro-level
we haveto wait till thesortingoutof variantsin the 17thcentury.It is the
grammarsby Van Heule and Leupenius that discuss, for instance,the
Hollandish diminutive-je(n) versusthesouthem-kenandmentionother
dialectvariants.12
4. ACCEPTANCE
In 1625,thegrammarianChristiaenvanHeule characterizedtheDutch
languagesituationas follows: 'The Dutch have(in general)in theirwrit-
ings andbooks analmostuniform languagewhich is seennot only in the
books sharedin commonsuchasbibles,histories,butalso in manywrit-
ings of the courtsor cities' (Van Heule 1625:91).13Van Heule is rather
optimistic: therewas still considerablevariationin thewrittenlanguage,
which only decreasedin thesecondhalf of theseventeenthandtheeigh-
teenthcenturies.And what about the spoken languagewhich we have
left out of consideration? The developingstandardlanguageis, in the
very first place,a writtenstandard.The developmentof thewrittenstan-
dard is well on its way in the middle of the seventeenthcentury,when
also acceptance,the fourth characteristic of standardization,can be
observed:thewrittenstandardis graduallybeingacceptedarnonglarger
12. In his gramrnarof 1625,thegrammarianChristiaenvanHeulepreferstheBra-
bantiandiminutive-kern) (manneken,wijfken,dierken)abovetheHollandishdiminutive
form -je (mannetje,wijfje,diertje)(Van Heule 1625:91).The useof diminutive-ken
decreasedin thelongrun andgavewayto Hollandish-je(n) in thestandardlanguage.
AlmostthirtyyearslaterPetrusLeupeniustillmentionedthediminutive-kenin hisgram-
marof 1653,buthehadtoadmitthat-je(n)wasfarmoreusual;Hollandish-jehadbecome
therule(Leupenius1653:23).Diminutive-kenhassurvivedfor a longtimein thenew
17th-centuryBible translation,theso-calledStatenbijbel.In anothercasebathchronolo-
gicalandregionalaspectsareatstake.In MiddleDutchmostnounsandfITstpersonsin-
gularverbfarmsendedin -e(cf.vrouwe'lady',ic woene'I live' etc.).By theprocessof
e-deletion,alreadystartedin theMiddleAges,variationbeginstooccurandvariantswith
andwithout-e aretobefound.Occasionally,thisvariationandthedialecticaldifferences
arenoted.Van Heuleassertsthatin Hollandalmasteverywordis enunciatedwithouta
finale whilethesouthemdialects(BrabantianandFlemish)didnotshowe-deletionatthat
time(VanHeule1625:91).TheHollandishvariantswithdeletionwereacceptedin the
standardlanguage,whereasin thehighlevelbiblicalusageof theStatenbijbeltheorigi-
nalfarmssuchasHeereweremaintained.
13. Cf. theDutchtext: 'De Nederlandershebben(in hetgemeyn)in haereschriften
endeboucken/bynaeeenderleyTale/gelijekmennochin degemeyneboukenziet/als
Bybels/Historien/ook in veelschriftenvanHovenofteSteden/maeromdatheteygen
gebruyk/onderydervolk/zomtijtsveelverscheelt!zo zullenwyvandieverscheydenheyt
yetaemoeren.'
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groupsandin Iargerregions.The mIes in thegrarnmarsandtheexample
setby authoritativeworks suchas theStatenvertaling(theDutch Autho-
rized Translation of the Bible) and the writings of prestigiousauthors,
resultedin thedistributionof (external)languagenormsandthedissem-
inationof thewrittenstandardlanguage.We haveto waitmanycenturies
more to see the spokenstandardlanguagegaining ground.That devel-
opmentcertainlyis far beyondthescopeof a conferencefocussingon the
dawn of the writtenvernacularin WesternEurope.
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